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I. Introduction
The early literature on social capital commonly claimed that voluntary organizations play a positive role in the diffusion of civic attitudes, sentiments of trust and the development of networks of cooperative relationships. After the publication of the seminal work of Putnam et al. (1993) , many empirical studies have measured social capital through indicators of membership of nonprofit, non governmental, associations belonging to civil society. The habit of considering civil society as an integral part of social capital has since spread among scholars and policy makers, causing some confusion between the two concepts
1 . An implication of this approach is that support for the nonprofit sector and for participatory processes has been long considered a decisive policy tool for the accumulation of social capital, the promotion of welfare, and the strengthening of democracy 2002; European Commission 2005; OECD 2010 ).
However, as we will briefly illustrate in Section 2, there are clues that nonprofit associations are not all alike in how they contribute to the creation of social capital and to the welfare of a society. The practice of measuring social capital by means of indicators of associational density, without accounting for the different performance that each kind of association may have in the development of individual social networks and norms does not help us to understand which organizations may actually create social capital (Stolle and Rochon 1998, Wollebaek and Selle 1998; Paxton 2002; Knack and Keefer 1997; Knack 2003) .
In this paper, we draw on a unique dataset collected by the authors to study the effect of two specific forms of nonprofit organization, i.e. social welfare associations and social cooperatives, on the structural dimension of individual social capital, as given by the networks of cooperative relationships developed by volunteers and workers as a result of their interactions within the organization 2 . Networks are analyzed in both their quantitative and qualitative aspects through the elaboration of indicators of their size and of the strength of relationships. More specifically, we measure the weak ties allowing the transmission of information and advice, and the strong ties entailing concrete mutual support. The indicators we use as outcome variables allow us to assess how associational participation affects aspects of social capital which have not been investigated before. The previous literature has so far focused on the cognitive dimensions of the concept, such as social trust (see for example Knack and Keefer 1997; Knack 2003) . While trust plays a fundamental role at the macro level, by improving the well-functioning of markets and the economic performance of a society (Zak and Knack 2001; Guiso et al. 2008; 2009; Sangnier 2012) , networks primarily show their effect at the micro level by decisively influencing the well-being of their members. The individual wealth of social ties has been found to be significantly and positively correlated with happiness (Becchetti et al. 2008; Bruni and Stanca 2008) , self-esteem (Ellison et al. 2007 ; Steinfield et al. 2008) , physical and mental health (Brown et al. 2006; Folland 2006; Fiorillo and Sabatini 2011) and income (Robison et al. 2011 ).
In addition, unlike previous studies which solely focused on volunteers, our sample and indicators allow us to identify the impact of participation on two distinct types of subjects, i.e. volunteers and workers.
Our two main independent variables are dummies identifying the type of organization to which respondents belong, and whether they are workers or volunteers.
As will be explained in the next section, the nonprofit organizations we account for -i.e. social welfare associations and social cooperatives -reliably match Putnam's concept of 'civic community' because they share the institutional aim of pursuing solidarity goals.
Social welfare associations are voluntary organizations with the statutory objective of carrying out charitable activities such as the provision of social welfare services for disadvantaged or deprived people, or the promotion of collective action on public interest issues such as civil rights, and protecting the environment.
Social cooperatives are nonprofit associations with the institutional aim of pursuing both the interests of members or stakeholders and the general interest. Italian law distinguishes between two types of social cooperative 3 . "Type A" cooperatives are those that aim to supply welfare services such as healthcare, assistance, education and environment protection services. "Type B"
cooperatives are those promoting work integration for disadvantaged people. "Type A + B" cooperatives are those pursuing both aims. Theoretical studies have claimed that the socially oriented nature of cooperatives and their inclusive governance may positively affect social cohesion, sustainability of growth (Dow, 2003; Stiglitz 2009; Birchall, 2010) and the accumulation of social capital (Borzaga and Spear 2004; Defourny and Nyssens 2006; Hulgård and Spear 2006; Zamagni and Zamagni 2010; Dasgupta 2012) . These arguments have been invoked by policy makers and practitioners who support the development of cooperative enterprises for the provision of market goods and services. However, to the best of our knowledge, the effect of social cooperatives -and, more generally, of cooperative firms -on the structural components of individual social capital remains so far unexplored. Our study makes a first step towards filling this gap.
3 See Law 381/1991 (Disciplina delle cooperative sociali), available at the url: bit.ly/381-1991 (in Italian).
The strategy of distinguishing between organizations of a different nature and with different characteristics but similar purposes proves useful in better understanding the relationship between the nonprofit sector and social capital, by suggesting which governance models and practices may be more favourable to the development of networks of cooperative relationships. This has relevant policy implications in that it provides hints on how nonprofit organizations may be modelled to the purpose of fostering the accumulation of social capital.
The descriptive analysis in this paper shows that, in absolute terms, both types of organization have a positive impact. The econometric analysis, however, reveals that, in our sample, social welfare associations play a significantly greater role in extending volunteers' networks of cooperative relationships, favouring the creation of weak ties which are used to exchange information and advice, and offering the opportunity to establish stronger ties entailing concrete mutual support. For example, volunteers in social welfare associations have a significantly higher likelihood of helping each other in a concrete way in case of personal or family problems, in respect to volunteers in social cooperatives. On the other hand, within social cooperatives workers develop weak and strong ties to a greater extent than volunteers. The effect of participation on individual social capital does not significantly differ between volunteers in social welfare associations and workers in social cooperatives.
Our results suggest that the greater impact of social welfare associations may be related to the frequency with which volunteers participate in group activities with their peers and have the opportunity to meet users. We argue that volunteers' participation in group activities is likely to be influenced by the composition of the organization's workforce. In associations, salaried workers can be hired only to a limited extent, and the workforce must be composed for the most part of volunteers. This is not the case in cooperatives, where volunteers represent a residual part of the workforce 4 . The results also suggest that, if volunteers better empathize with people with the same status, then they will be more likely to enrich their social capital in voluntary associations than in cooperatives. This interpretation is supported by robustness checks in which we account for the composition of the workforce.
The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 briefly reviews the related literature. Section 3 describes our data and empirical strategy. Section 4 presents some descriptive evidence. Section 5 is 4 According to Law 266/1991, Legge quadro sul volontariato, available at the url: bit.ly/law266-1991 (in Italian), in order to be entitled to public grants and tax relief, the association needs to have a democratic structure, its directors must be elected by members, and the workforce must be composed for the most part of volunteers. Voluntary associations can take on employees only to the extent this is necessary to ensure the regular functioning of the organization. On the other hand, a social cooperative's workforce can be composed for the most part -or even entirely -of salaried workers.
devoted to the econometric analysis. A discussion and interpretation of results is offered is Section 6.
II. Related literature
The study of the effect of associational participation on social capital has involved several disciplines, generating a fertile literature which encompasses both micro and macro approaches.
At the individual level, Stolle and Rochon (1998) used World Values Survey cross-sectional data from the U.S., Germany and Sweden to show that membership of diverse associations affects social capital in different ways. More specifically, the authors found that the degree of "associational diversity" is positively correlated with "generalized trust and community reciprocity among members (p. 61), where "associational diversity" is proxied by a "diversity score" measuring for each association the degree of representativeness of its members' diversity in respect to the national population, with reference to education, occupation, religion and church attendance, partisanship or ideology, age, gender, and ethnicity.
More recently, Grießhaber and Geys (2012) Despite the evidence suggesting that associations may not be alike in how they influence social cohesion, the practice of using indicators of associational density as macro measures of social capital, without distinguishing between the different types of association, has become very popular in the literature, mainly because of the chronic lack of suitable data.
Most of the literature on the effects of associational participation refers to the conflicting views of Putnam (1993; 1995) , who referred to associations as "schools of democracy" where values of trust and civic cooperation may be easily socialized, and Olson (1982) , who stressed how associations may be used as tools for the pursuit of the private interests of their members. In their influential study, Knack and Keefer (1997) Youth associations such as scouting groups, on the other hand, have the explicit purpose of helping their members to build relationships and to share moral norms of altruism and reciprocity.
Our focus on social welfare associations and social cooperatives helps to explain Knack and Keefer's (1997) findings on associational diversity. We show that even associations that, in our view, better match Putnam's concept of "civic community" as they share the institutional aim of pursuing solidarity goals, may have significantly different effects on the social capital of their members. This suggests that caution is needed when classifying associations to the purpose of empirically analyzing their role in the welfare of a society.
In addition, our focus on social cooperatives allows us to provide the first empirical test of the claims advanced by theoretical studies on the role of nonprofit enterprises in the building of social capital (Evers 2001; Svendsen and Svendsen 2000; Borzaga and Solari 2001; Thomas 2004; Hulgård and Spear 2006; Dasgupta 2012; Westlund and Gawell 2012) . The basic claim advanced by the theoretical literature is that cooperative enterprises foster the accumulation of social capital through two main channels. First, their model of governance, entailing a multi-stakeholder structure of the enterprise, with boards often representing diverse groups, may facilitate the creation of linkages within the enterprise and between the enterprise and its environment. Second, the enterprise's tendency to networking and lobbying activities generally goes beyond the pursuit of economic goals and may be targeted to the improving of social cohesion and community welfare. 
III. Dataset, social capital indices and independent variables

Dataset
The empirical analysis is based on an original dataset obtained by merging data collected by Compilation of the questionnaire took on average 45 minutes.
In 2011, the questionnaire was administered to volunteers and salaried employees at social cooperatives operating in the same province. Social cooperatives were contacted through the second level association 9 operating in Parma ("Consorzio di Solidarietà Sociale" -"Consortium of Social Solidarity"), which involves 37 social cooperatives. They represent a significant part of the 78 social cooperatives operating in the province of Parma. All 37 social cooperatives were invited to take part in the research project. 17 social cooperatives agreed to participate (12 of which were Atype, 1 was B-type and 4 were A+B-type). In total, we collected questionnaires from 32 volunteers in 12 social cooperatives (2.7 volunteers per organization on average, minimum 1, maximum 5 and standard deviation 1.5) and 106 workers in the 17 social cooperatives (6.2 workers per organization on average, minimum 1, maximum 15 and standard deviation 4.5). We also collected questionnaires from 18 disadvantaged workers from 4 social cooperatives of type B or A+B (4.5 workers per organization on average, minimum 1, maximum 9 and standard deviation 3.7) 10 . Henceforth, by "worker" we will refer to non-disadvantaged workers, while we will always specify when we will refer to disadvantaged workers. In the 2011 survey, volunteers and workers (including the disadvantaged ones) were also randomly selected. They answered questions (101 questions for volunteers and employees and 69 questions for disadvantaged workers) related to their experience in the cooperative. Questionnaires were distributed and filled in at home.
In both the surveys, we asked members with a detailed knowledge of their organization to answer questions aimed at collecting information on various organizations' characteristics, such as size, year of foundation, operational characteristics, etc. The variables elaborated from these questions concern the organizational level and take the same value for each respondent belonging to the same organization.
Our data are not representative at a national level. They reflect a situation observed in a province of Italy with 445.283 inhabitants (http://www.statistica.parma.it/) characterized by a social fabric with many social welfare associations and a significant number of social cooperatives. 11 The questionnaire was specifically designed by the authors to investigate the relationship between participation in different kinds of organizations and the creation of social capital. This special focus allows us to carry out an analysis which would have not been possible using existing national databases.
9 First level associations are voluntary associations of individuals. Second level associations are associations of first level associations, with the institutional aim of supporting members in their activities (such as the organization of training courses, fundraising programmes, etc.). 10 In this survey we also collected data from 17 users and 33 relatives of users.
11 With 7.3 voluntary associations per 10,000 inhabitants, Parma has the ninth largest number of number of voluntary associations per inhabitant (Istat, 2003) of the 113 Italian provinces. It has the 37th largest number, with 14.6 per 100,000 inhabitants, of social cooperatives (Istat, 2005) .
Social Capital Indices
Following the approach of Degli Antoni ( c. asking for information about job opportunities?"
Independent Variables
The two independent variables of main interest are:
• a dummy variable (Volunteer_in_association) taking the value of 1 if the respondent volunteers in a social welfare association and 0 if s/he is a volunteer or a worker in a social cooperative;
• a dummy variable (Worker) taking the value of 1 if the respondent is a worker in a social cooperative and 0 if s/he is a volunteer (in a social cooperative or in a social welfare association).
12 The standardization procedure is: To test the robustness of the effect of different forms of participation (volunteer vs. worker) in different types of organizations (social welfare associations vs. social cooperatives), we include in our regressions several control variables which, as will be shown in the next section, give us the opportunity to interpret our results accounting for different characteristics of the organizations and of the associational activities carried out by their members.
At the individual level, the independent variables included in the regressions are (see appendix 1 for a detailed description):
• socio-demographic individual characteristics, i.e. age; sex; education; place of birth.
• The depth and type of involvement of respondents with the organization, i.e. number of years spent at the organization; how often the respondent participates in informal activities (i.e. not strictly connected with the formal activity characterizing the organization's life such as formal members' meetings) promoted by the organization such as dinners, trips, cultural events, discussion groups etc.; how often the respondent participates in group activities (of any type) with: a) volunteers, b) users, c) household members of users, d) representatives of local institutions, e) representatives of the local community, f) managers of for profit firms; the type of activity carried out in the organizations by the respondent, distinguishing between manual activities, service delivery, accounting, public relations; personal evaluation of the importance of various motivations behind the decision to join the organization (distinguishing between the pursuit of social recognition, ideal motivation, the desire to feel useful to others, the desire to increase the number of acquaintances or friends; the strength of the current respondent's motivation); the importance given by the respondent to the creation of a spirit of cooperation among members of the organization in carrying out the work; the importance given by the respondent to the creation of connections between the organization's members and the local community in carrying out the activity in the organization); how much effort, according to the respondent, members in a position of responsibility made to welcome him into the organization (with group presentations, welcoming dinners etc.).
At the level of the organization, the independent variables included in the regressions concern: the sector of activity, the district where the organization operates, the "type" of cooperative (A, B, or A+B type), the number of workers, the percentage of volunteers in respect to the total of workers and volunteers in the organization, the number volunteers in the organization; the number of workers in the organization, the numbers of years in operation; a dummy equal to 1 if the organization operates only within the province of Parma; the number of official members' meetings; how often informal meetings to discuss the organization's activity are promoted by the organization.
IV. Descriptive findings
Both volunteers and workers increase the size of their relational networks through their participation in associations and/or cooperatives. However, the data reveal significant differences when we look at the various categories of members. On average, 11.959 (std. dev. 34.313) persons met trough the organization become part of the social network of volunteers at associations (variable Network_size) and 75.09% of these subjects report an answer greater than 0. Volunteers at social cooperatives have an average value of Network_size equal to 5.483 (std. dev. 11.525), and the percentage of volunteers in social cooperatives declaring a number greater than 0 is 62.07%. With respect to workers, they reveal an effect similar to that presented by volunteers at social cooperatives (the mean value of Network_size for workers is 3.588, with 40.21% of workers who declare a value equal to 0). Non parametric tests confirm that the distribution of Network_size presents significantly larger values for volunteers at associations than for volunteers at social cooperatives (Wilcoxon p= 0.013) and workers (Wilcoxon p= 0.000), while no statistically significant differences emerge between workers and volunteers at social cooperatives (Wilcoxon p= 0.928).
With respect to the different trust-based relationships started between members and the people met through the organization (considered to be the elaboration of the social capital indices named
Strong_ties and Weak_ties):
• the following percentages of respondents declared to have met through the organization at least one person they: 1) would talk to about family problems: 77.62% (mean and median of answers: 4.873 and 2 respectively). 2) would trust to look after their relatives (children/elderly persons): 62.44% (3.192; 1); would ask to take care of their home while they are on holiday 55.416% (2.756; 1); 3) would give/ask for help with activities such as shopping, taking a child or elderly persons to do different activities etc. 47.45% (2.717; 0).
• the following percentages of respondents declared to have started through the organizations, with at least one person, the following cooperative relations: 1) phone calls to ask for information or advice: 71.28% (4.844; 2); 2) doing not very demanding errands: 54.85% (3.094; 1); 3) asking for information about a job 65.24%: (5.091; 2). However, these figures are different (even though the difference is not always statistically significant) when we compare volunteers and workers between and within organizations (see Figure   1 ):
• volunteers in associations show higher values than volunteers in social cooperatives;
• in social cooperatives, workers show higher values than volunteers;
• volunteers in associations present almost the same values as workers in cooperatives. 
V. Econometric results
We used OLS estimates where standard errors are clustered by accounting for the organization to which the member belonged, that is, we assumed that observations were independent across groups, but not necessarily between groups, where the groups were respondents belonging to the same organization. Table 1 3) The effect of participation on the two indexes of Strong_ties 14 and Weak_ties 15 does not significantly differ between volunteers in social welfare associations and workers in social 13 There are only three cases where weakly significant effects disappear: Socio-demographic characteristics seem not to significantly affect the creation of social capital. Robust standard errors in brackets. *Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%.
By considering an array of several variables measured at the individual level (Table 2 ) and at the level of the organization (Table 3) , Tables 2 and 3 16 Wald test between coefficient of Volunteer_in_association and Worker p=0.008. 17 Descriptive statistics related to these variables are omitted for reason of space and available from the authors upon request. Regression 4 also shows that the frequency of respondents' involvement in informal activities promoted by the organization -such as social dinners, trips, cultural events, and discussion groupspromotes the creation of networks of cooperative relations with the people met through the organization. Regression 5 studies the effect of the motivations that induced respondents to join the organization. People who joined the organization with a higher ideal motivation seem to experience a higher increase in their social capital (as measured by the Strong_ties and Weak_ties indices) than people with poor ideal motivations. A weakly significant effect emerges with respect to two other motivations: the pursuit of social recognition, in relation to the Network_size and the Weak_ties indices, and the desire to increase the number of acquaintances or friends, only with respect to the Network_size index. Regression 6 reveals a strong effect on social capital of the level of respondents' current motivation: the more motivated the interviewee declares himself to be, the greater the impact of participation on his social capital. Regression 7 reveals a significant correlation between the creation of social capital and the importance given by respondents to the creation of a spirit of cooperation among members of the organization. Regression 8 shows that the importance given by respondents to the creation of connections between members and to the embeddedness of the organization in the local community is significantly and positively correlated with the two indexes of social capital Network_size and Strong_ties. More generally, apart from the significance of the Volunteer_in_association dummy, which disappears in 6 specifications (Regressions 1, 4, 6, 8, 9, 12) and only with respect to the Network_size index (the effect of this dummy on Network_size was already weakly significant in the regressions of Table 1), we register two main effects related to the inclusion of the control variables. First, when the frequency of social activities carried out with volunteers is included in the regression, the difference between volunteers in associations and volunteers in social cooperatives with respect to the Strong_ties index disappears (regression 9). Second, when the type of the activity performed in the organization is considered, the difference between workers and volunteers in the creation of Strong_ties in social cooperatives disappears (regression 2). Finally, in all the regressions presented in Table 2 , Wald tests confirm the higher creation of social capital for volunteers in social welfare associations when compared with workers, but only in relation to the Network_size index 18 .
In Table 3 , control variables at the level of the organization are considered. Estimates show that: the administrative district in which the organization operates (Reg. 1), its sector of activity (Reg. 2), the number of years in operation (Reg. 3), the type of social cooperative (Reg. 4), the area where the organization operates (inside vs. outside the province, Reg. 5), the number of volunteers (Reg. 8) and workers (Reg. 9) involved in the organization neither significantly affect (at least in the large majority of cases) the creation of social capital, and nor do they substantially change the different effects of respondents' participation within and between organizations as they emerged in Table 1 . Exceptions are: 1) the Worker dummy, which becomes significant with respect to the Network_size index and not significant with respect to the Strong_ties index when the sector of activity of the organization is considered (Reg.2).
2) The effect of the Volunteer_in_association dummy, which disappears in connection with the Network_size index when the dummies related to the type of cooperative (Reg. 4), the area where the organization operates (Reg. 5), and the number volunteers in the organization's (Reg. 8) are considered.
In terms of the control variables at the level of organization, significant effects concern: the number of formal meetings held during the last year (Reg. 6), which negatively affects social capital formation (all the three indices), and the fact that the organization promotes informal meetings to discuss its activity (Reg. 7), which has a positive effect on the three indices.
Finally, specific attention should be given to regression 10. When the percentage of volunteers computed on the total of workers and volunteers is considered, the difference in the creation of social capital between volunteers in associations and in social cooperatives' is no longer significant with respect to the Strong_ties and Weak_ties indices and becomes only weakly significant with respect to the Network_size index.
20 Robust standard errors in brackets. *Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%. All estimates include the constant and the following independent variables: Age, Female, University, Time_in_ org,. The results of estimates related to these variables, R 2 and Root MSE are omitted for reason of space and are available from the authors upon request.
VI. Discussion of results
In absolute terms, both workers in social cooperatives and volunteers in the two types of organization report that in-the-field interactions have increased the size of their personal networks of contacts. This increase seems to be more marked in social welfare associations than in social cooperatives.
If we focus on the creation of strong and weak ties by volunteers, the econometric analysis shows that social welfare associations perform better. If we also account for salaried workers, we see that on-the-job interactions within social cooperatives increase the individual social capital of workers to the same extent to which in the field interactions influence the individual social capital of volunteers in social welfare associations.
Our work therefore does not conflict with the claims advanced by theoretical studies about the supposed ability of cooperatives to foster social cohesion through the creation of social capital (Svendsen and Svendsen 2000; Borzaga and Spear 2004; Zamagni and Zamagni 2010; Dasgupta 2012 ). On the other hand, this result allows us to suggest that the inconsistency between Putnam et al's (1993) claims and Knack and Keefer's (1997) empirical findings about the role of civil society organizations may have been driven by the authors' choice of how to classify associations. Knack and Keefer (1997) found that membership of the associations which are "least likely to act as distributional coalitions but which involve social interactions that can build trust and cooperative habits" (1997, p. 1273) -labeled as "Putnam-esque" -is significantly and negatively correlated with civic attitudes. In their attempt to distinguish distributional coalitions from other groups, the authors defined as "Putnam-esque" religious or church organizations, education, arts, music or cultural organizations, and youth work associations. However, this definition of Putnam groups weakly matches Putnam et al.'s (1993) view of "civic community", which, according to the authors, entails civic involvement and social solidarity. The associations we account for within our empirical analysis -i.e. social welfare associations and social cooperatives -better embody the concept of civic community because they share the institutional aim to pursue solidarity goals in order to improve the welfare of users and for the sake of the public interest. We argue that the reliability of empirical analyses on the role of Putnam-esque groups would benefit from the inclusion of organizations pursuing charitable goals. However, our finding that very similar associations perform differently in the creation of social capital suggests that caution is needed when building ad hoc classifications. In general, indicators measuring associations should be as parsimonious as possible in order not to include too different types of organization. Knack and Keefer (1997) state that the categories of groups they account for in their paper "are overly broad" and "It is not clear what some of these groups do, and the depth of involvement is not measured" (p. 1274). The "depth of involvement issue" has rarely been addressed in the subsequent literature, due to the lack of suitable data. Our dataset allows us to further add to previous studies by accounting for the depth of involvement through the inclusion of indicators describing the activities carried out by volunteers and workers within their organizations. In addition, we can control for the type of activity/activities carried out by workers and volunteers.
Further insights for future research and policy are given by our robustness checks. We find that, for volunteers, the establishment of both weak and strong ties is significantly and positively influenced by managers' efforts to support the integration of newcomers and by the degree of volunteers' involvement in informal group activities promoted by the organization, such as social and cultural events (e.g. dinners, trips, and discussion groups).
The significance of the relationship between volunteering in social welfare associations and the creation of strong ties entailing mutual support disappears if we include in the analysis a control variable measuring the degree of volunteers' participation in group activities. This result suggests that the main difference between social welfare associations and social cooperatives in respect to the organizations' ability to favor the creation of strong ties indeed lies in the depth of volunteers' involvement.
A possible explanation of the different degree of volunteers' involvement in group activities may be related to the models of governance adopted by the two types of organization, which in turn influence the composition of their workforce. As outlined in the introduction, both types of organization must have a democratic structure. However, in social welfare associations most of the workforce must be composed of volunteers. Salaried workers can also be hired to the extent this is necessary to ensure the regular functioning of the organization, but they normally constitute a minority of the workforce. In social cooperatives, by contrast, volunteers are only a residual and limited part of the workforce, which is almost entirely composed of salaried workers.
The intuition about the role played by the model of governance is supported by the finding that, if we include the percentage of volunteers on the overall workforce in our regressions, then the difference between volunteers in social welfare associations and in social cooperatives disappears.
Our argument about the importance of the composition of the workforce is also supported by the finding that there are no significant differences between the ability of social welfare associations to foster the creation of volunteers' social capital and the ability of social cooperatives to foster the creation of social capital among workers. Apparently both workers and volunteers better empathize and develop new ties with people with similar status and motivations. Volunteers better develop their social networks in social welfare associations where the workforce is composed for the most part of volunteers. In social cooperatives, whose workforce is composed for the most part of salaried workers, the latter category seems to be advantaged in the creation of social capital.
Our result about the role of the depth of involvement (regression 4, Table 2) suggests that the detrimental effect of volunteers' "relational isolation" in social cooperatives (and, possibly, of workers' isolation in social welfare associations, which we are not able to deepen in our sample) may be effectively contrasted through the intensification of group activities and by designing models of more inclusive governance allowing a higher integration between workers and volunteers.
The analysis shows that ideal motivations and cooperative attitudes also play an important role in fostering workers' and volunteers' ability to develop their networks through in-the-field interactions.
Overall, the empirical analysis suggests that the homogeneity of members' status and motivation may be an important driver of the association's ability to foster the creation of social capital by their members. This is not in conflict with Stolle and Rochon's (1998) finding that members' heterogeneity is a factor favouring the socialization of trust. In Stolle and Rochon (1998) , interaction with heterogeneous others in the context of associational participation is found to increase members' trust towards strangers. This outcome variable measures the cognitive dimension of social capital, while our empirical analysis focuses on the structural dimensions of the concept.
In addition, the associational homogeneity we address in the paper refers to members' status (i.e. whether they are workers or volunteers), instead of to the degree of representativeness of members in respect to certain characteristics (as in Stolle and Rochon 1998) .
VII. Conclusions
In their work on the Italian regions, Putnam et al. (1993) defined associations as "schools of democracy", from where cooperative values and trust are "socialized". In the authors' words, certain associations "instill in their members habits of cooperation, solidarity, and publicspiritedness" (1993, pp. 89-90) which may also benefit non-members and, to a certain extent, society as a whole. Our results provide support to this claim with specific reference to the two types of organization that, in our view, best match Putnam's definition in the Italian context.
The empirical analysis shows that interpersonal interactions occurring in the context of social welfare associations and social cooperatives effectively help volunteers and workers to develop their networks of weak and strong ties. However, we find that the two types of organization are not alike: in-the-field interactions in fact allow volunteers in social welfare associations to develop their networks to a greater extent than what happens in social cooperatives. The latter type of organization, however, is shown to effectively foster the development of workers' social capital through on-the-job interactions.
Our results enrich the literature on associational diversity in three substantive ways. First, we add to the debate by analysing the contribution of two specific types of Putnam groups to the creation of social capital. The use of our questionnaire, which was specifically designed for the measurement of social capital, means our outcome variables are refined and reliable indicators of the structural dimensions of the concept -as given by social networks of weak and strong ties -which allows us to carry out an in-depth evaluation of the impact of associational participation. In addition, our research design allows us to exclude the existence of reverse causality -one of the most common forms of endogeneity in social capital studies -since changes that have occurred in workers' and volunteers' networks cannot in any way influence their past choice to work or volunteer for a social cooperative or for a social welfare association.
Second, unlike previous studies on associational participation, which prevalently focus on volunteers, our sample also includes workers. This allows us to advance an explanation of the impact of different organizational forms in relation to the models of governance, the composition of the workforce, and the depth of members' involvement in the organization's formal and informal activities.
Third, we provide the first empirical test of the claims advanced by previous theoretical studies about the supposed ability of cooperative enterprises to foster the creation of relational networks at the individual level.
However, much research has to be done in the area to improve our understanding of the role of associations -and of associational diversity -in economic development and well-being. Our results do not clarify whether the organization is able to "socialize" the sentiments of trust that are developed in the context of workers' and volunteers' personal networks. The relationship between our two main independent variables and the outcome variables accounted for in Knack and Keefer (1997) and Stolle and Rochon (1998) the strength intensity of the current volunteer's motivation, between 1 (I feel really poorly motivated in my activity as a volunteer) and 7 (very strongly motivated) University DV=1 if the respondent has at least a university degree Spirit_coop the importance given by the respondent (using a 7 level scale) to the creation of a spirit of cooperation among members of the organization in carrying out the activity as a volunteer Secondary_ School DV=1 if the respondent has at least high school education Local_community the importance given by the respondent (using a 7 level scale) to the creation of connections between the organization's members and the local community in carrying out the activity as a volunteer informal_ activities how often the respondent participates in informal activities promoted by the organization, such as dinners, trips, cultural events, discussion groups etc. from 1 (never) to 5 (always)
Education
Level of education between 0 (no education) and 6 (postgraduate qualification) Entrance how much, How much effort, according to the volunteer, members in a position of responsibility made to welcome him into the organisation (with group presentations, welcoming dinners etc..) Time_in_ org number of years spent in the organization how often, from 1 (never) to 5 (every week), the respondent:
Dummy variables related to the activities carried out in the organization by the volunteer, distinguishing between
Contact_ volunteers
participates in group activities with volunteers
Manual manual activities
Contact_Users enters into relations with users 
